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Public attitudes towards learning disabilities (LDs) are 
generally reported as positive, inclusive and empathetic. 
However, these findings do not reflect the lived experiences 
of people with LDs. To shed light on this disparity, a team of 
co-researchers with LDs created the first online survey to 
challenge public understanding of LDs, asking questions in 
ways that are important to them and represent how they see 
themselves. Here, we describe and evaluate the process of 
creating an accessible survey platform and an online survey 
in a research team consisting of academic and non-academic 
professionals with and without LDs or autism. Through this 
inclusive research process, the co-designed survey met the 
expectations of the co-researchers and was well-received by 
the initial survey respondents. We reflect on the co-
researchers’ perspectives following the study completion, 
and consider the difficulties and advantages we encountered 
deploying such approaches and their potential implications 
on future survey data analysis.  
Author Keywords 
Participatory/inclusive research; disability; attitudes; 
survey; video; design.  
CSS Concepts 
• Human-centered computing~Human computer 
interaction (HCI). 
INTRODUCTION 
The authors are a UK-based group consisting of academic 
researchers embedded alongside members and staff from 
Heart n Soul, a creative arts organization which believes in 
the power and talents of people with learning disabilities 
(LDs). All members of Heart n Soul identify themselves as 
having LD and/or autism (for a holistic picture of what LD 
entails in the context of Heart n Soul, see 
https://www.mencap.org.uk/) but they are not required to 
specify a type of diagnosis or severity (as per the “deficit 
model”). Others describe themselves as neurodiverse (ND 
which often incorporates LDs and/or autism). As a diverse 
team involving individuals with LDs and/or autism 
(including ND), together we performed a type of 
collaborative and participatory ‘co-research’ called 
‘inclusive’ research [132] whereby people with LDs and/or 
autism have ownership of research and their concerns are at 
the forefront [13, 26, 57, 79, 86, 121, 132, 140].  
In ‘inclusive research’, there are several ways to highlight 
the contributions of non-academic researchers with 
disabilities to the research process [134]. Here, we use the 
term ‘co-researcher’ to recognize the potential differences in 
perspectives and skills of academically trained researchers 
and those with lived experiences of LD and/or autism but 
without formal research training [134]. Eight members of 
Heart n Soul were co-researchers [Pino, Lizzie, Donald, 
David Mc, Michaela, Mark S, Robyn, and Kelly (a 
pseudonym)]. In line with a fully inclusive research process 
[127], co-researchers are also co-authors, except for one who 
chose not to be named and not to be an author. Throughout 
co-research, the academic researchers were receptive and 
responsive to the needs, ideas, and concerns of Heart n Soul.  
In the UK, conditions for learning disabled people are 
declining. In England, 1.5 million people have LDs, and 50% 
report feeling lonely [22, 41]. Further, only 6% of adults with 
LDs were in paid/self-employment in 2015 with substantial 
geographical variations across councils [96]. There is 
continuing evidence of poor practice in specialist hospitals 
for people with autism and LDs, and people with LDs are 
three times more likely than the general population to die 
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from preventable causes [49, 96]. UK local authorities have 
cut care services and removed benefits from all except those 
with the most critical needs (12% of all people with LDs in 
England, 2011) and reduced community provision. This 
significantly impacts quality of life for people with LDs, 
particularly for those with mild or moderate LDs. In contrast, 
multiple studies indicate that attitudes towards LD amongst 
the general public are mostly positive, inclusive and 
empathetic [21, 28, 75, 88, 94, 113], even if this does not 
match the experiences of family members [2, 69, 72] or 
members of communities like Heart n Soul.  
Working with Heart n Soul to address some of the disparities 
above, we aim to utilize the potential malleability of social 
norms through online communications. To move towards 
this aim, we established a team of co-researchers to launch 
the first online survey led by people with LDs to challenge 
public understanding of LD. The aim was for co-researchers 
to derive and ask questions in ways that are important and 
meaningful to them, and representative of their lived 
experiences. As summarised by one of the co-researchers at 
the start of this project, we aimed to turn the microscope and 
the magnifying glass away from us: “We have been 
magnified for years – now you are under the microscope!”. 
Researchers with LDs have the power to self-represent and 
self-advocate and, therefore, methods and outcomes must be 
accessible [28, 82-93]. Our co-researchers actively made 
decisions on Which questions should be asked in the survey, 
How they should be asked; Who should ask each question 
and When i.e. in what order. To enable meaningful 
participation [81], we first worked with co-researchers to co-
design an accessible online platform for deploying accessible 
surveys. Co-design happened as a consequence of co-
research and a subset of co-researchers had dual roles as co-
designers.  
In these efforts, we were guided by the principles of 
‘inclusive research conducted with, by and for people with 
LDs’ [80]. Co-researchers in the research team argued 
strongly that the survey should help any potential respondent 
“understand how they are and how they would like to be”, 
and “how people with LD and autism are.” This way, our 
co-researchers perform research not only on the lives of 
people with autism and LD as reported in previous studies 
[31, 84]. Therefore our research strategy goes far beyond 
performing inclusive research which is relevant to people 
who are subject to it [122].  
We describe and evaluate how the accessible online platform 
was developed, and how co-researchers created an online 
survey using it, whilst reflecting on how we utilised inclusive 
research elements and practices in achieving the study goals. 
We present the survey as a creative research output, therefore 
not a traditional survey, but still with potential to capture 
information in a way that meets the expectations of our co-
researchers. We describe our experiences, discuss key 
challenges in work of this kind, particularly how 
perspectives of co-researchers with LDs drove the research 
process, and how such outputs have the potential to produce 
meaningful outcomes. The survey results are not discussed 
in favour of the methods used to create it, with the focus on 
the diversity of skills and abilities rather than individual 
disability labels and types of medical diagnosis. 
RELATED WORK  
Attitudes Towards People With LDs 
Many studies have taken place in healthcare or social care 
contexts to evaluate or improve services for people with LDs 
[12, 15, 30, 37, 62, 67, 87, 135]. Family members of people 
with LDs and education workers have also been the subjects 
of attitudinal studies [18, 44, 45, 47, 99, 115, 118, 119]. This 
research is key in understanding systemic and personal 
viewpoints. However, many participants have a high level of 
knowledge of LD, either through specialist professional 
training or through frequent caregiving contact [30, 45, 47, 
61, 63, 87, 115, 118, 119, 128]. Therefore, the findings do 
not represent the attitudes of the general population [4, 51, 
93, 113].  
Research aiming to achieve an overview of public attitudes 
vary in their success at recruiting representative participant 
populations. Due to the ease of recruiting university students 
within academic contexts, participants often have a higher 
than average level of education [1, 42, 55, 90, 94]. This is 
crucial, as education has been linked to more accepting 
attitudes towards LD [1, 74, 88, 90, 113, 139]. Younger 
people also display more positive attitudes [74, 88, 90, 113, 
139] and many participant populations are fairly young [111, 
113]. Participants’ gender is also problematic in surveys of 
the public, with many studies relying on heavily female 
response rates [30, 37, 45, 62, 115]. Women show more 
inclusive attitudes than men, indicating that they feel more 
similar to people with LDs and are less likely to exclude them 
[36, 73, 87, 90, 110, 130].   
Measures assessing attitudes often center around social 
distance and the willingness of participants to associate 
themselves with people with LDs in different contexts and at 
different levels [14, 55, 88, 94, 105, 108, 111]. Commonly, 
the Community Living Attitudes Scale - Mental Retardation 
[48] does this [9, 74, 87, 92, 106, 108, 116, 124]. Assessing 
the knowledge of and beliefs about LD among the public has 
been a relatively new research area, with The Intellectual 
Disability Literacy Scale being specifically designed to 
evaluate these components in lay people and across cultures 
[110].  
Inclusive Research and Co-Design Practices 
Although individuals with impairments are often included in 
accessible technology design, particularly in the 
development of assistive technology, there is a focus on 
those with motor, hearing or visual impairments [76]. There 
are a limited number of methodological guidelines and 
frameworks to guide design for ND adults, although several 
models exist to aid design with children [10, 11]. Thus, the 
adult ND community is often overlooked despite cognitive 
impairments being the second most prevalent form of 
disability in the US [85]. Therefore, there is a need for novel 
co-design methodologies to enable the development of 
innovative applications that carefully consider and address 
the specific needs of the neurodiverse.   
Inclusive research tenuously linked to LD attitudes does exist 
[16, 53, 68], but there is a paucity of research stemming fully 
from the ideas and wishes of people with LDs [83] and in 
which these co-researchers are acknowledged as authors 
[127]. As a consequence, people with LDs may continue to 
be excluded from the conversation when it comes to public 
attitudes towards them [6, 32, 102, 121]. Additionally, 
without the input of people with LDs, it is difficult to 
optimally implement education strategies stemming from 
knowledge of public attitudes [136]. To improve the lived 
experiences of people with LDs, they need to be involved in 
participatory research and application design from the start 
[71, 78, 133].  
Several participatory frameworks have been proposed to 
support design with the ND [35, 39]. Whilst most of these 
frameworks were created with children in mind they may 
have utility for adults. In particular, the Diversity for Design 
framework [10] has focused upon creating a structured 
environment by sensitively understanding participants’ 
culture with additional tailored supports to individuals. 
Crucially, this framework also seeks to reposition individuals 
with LD and Autism by focusing upon their strengths to 
better understand the complexities of their interactions and 
experiences.  
Changing Attitudes to LD 
Some research has intended to measure attitudes towards LD 
so that an educational resource could then be created to 
improve these attitudes [30, 37, 62, 67, 74, 94, 101, 123, 130] 
or to pilot education interventions without assessing existing 
attitudes [23, 52, 97, 114, 131]. However, no studies exist 
whereby the survey itself is intended to educate the public 
and to reduce stigma towards the learning disabled 
community [107, 112].  
Whilst online forums/social media have been used to recruit 
participants [14, 90, 101, 109, 111] and to administer 
questionnaires [14, 101, 109, 111], there is a gap regarding 
the use of creative technologies to present an accessible, 
engaging and educational survey, despite the benefits of 
similar interventions in reducing mental health stigma [25]. 
Well-designed digital questionnaires have the advantage of 
reaching a population that is more likely to demonstrate 
honesty [64], comprising a wider demographic spread [59, 
66, 82, 112, 129], more so than other methods such as 
telephone surveys [21, 73, 74, 89]. Through video questions 
asked directly by people with LDs, it is possible to avoid 
ambiguous vignettes or lengthy descriptions that can exclude 
or confuse participants when it comes to defining ‘LD’ [109, 
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111, 136]. People with LDs are motivated and able to 
complete tasks using technology if the interface is accessible 
and the task is engaging [24, 27, 50, 56, 65, 77, 91, 95, 100, 
117, 137]]. As people with LDs also constitute members of 
the general population, we need our survey to be navigable 
to everybody. The use of creative technology should ensure 
that this is the case, as it can be used by, and designed by [3, 
117], people with LDs. 
Methodology 
We engaged in an inclusive co-research process that led us 
to deploy a number of methods to meet our goal of producing 
a survey with co-researchers with LDs and Autism. These 
methods arose directly as a result of discussion with co-
researchers. They included i) Design Thinking / co-design to 
facilitate design and development of the platform [19]; ii) 
elements common to Team Ethnography for the most 
inclusive and holistic understanding of the survey 
development process. 
Design Thinking and co-design were used within co-research 
to better incorporate the needs of the ND community 
including LD & Autism  [34]. For this study, co-design is 
understood as an extension to participatory design where 
stakeholders are involved in the design process to better 
understand their aspirations, needs and experiences [54, 
126].  
The elements of Team Ethnography [33] included 
observation, interviewing, and inductive analysis of 
emerging data using both digital and non-digital tools. Team 
members coordinated, shared, and discussed their 
observations and reflections. This way, we have obtained 
multiple accounts of the same event adding to the validity 
of the qualitative research process [33]. For example, the 
Project Coordinator recorded her reflections about our 
journey on the Padlet platform, which we used as a 
mechanism for recording many forms of research data1. 
 
Figure 1: Research Activities Timeline. 
First, we developed a protype survey platform through co-
design with a subset of co-researchers. We then expanded 
this work to incorporate a larger team when designing the 
survey. These processes led to iterations of platform and 
survey development described below (Figure 1). 
Survey Platform Development   
In order to support the design of accessible web-based 
surveys as part of the study, we designed and developed a 
new accessible survey platform to better enable our co-
researchers in the process of survey design.  
Goegen, Radhill and Daniels (2018) [43] suggest universal 
design guidelines for survey elements such as multiple-
choice questions and Likert scales to enable surveys to be 
accessible. However, these guidelines were developed 
without direct input from the LD community. As such there 
is a significant paucity of research concerning survey design 
for and from the LD community to guide design and 
development. In order for the survey platform to be digitally 
inclusive, a structured design workshop informed by Benton, 
Vasalou, Khaled, Johnson & Gooch (2014) [11] using the 
Design for Diversity (D4D) framework was run with co-
designers from the LD & Autism community to elicit 
requirements. D4D enabled the research assistant to support 
the culture of the LD & Autism co-researchers by utilizing 
co-design methods aligned with their interests and 
communication abilities (e.g. sketching and drawing 
elements of a survey user interface). The framework 
suggested consideration be given to tailor the co-design 
workshop to accommodate individual differences (e.g. 
personality and attention span) which was particularly 
important as there was significant diversity in terms of 
impairment across the co-designers. The workshop was set 
in a quiet and calm setting to minimize sensory overload. 
Six people who had previously used online surveys 
participated in the co-design workshop. Three co-designers 
were in the co-research team. The remaining three were 
members of Heart n Soul. One co-designer had previously 
participated in a design workshop which helped give 
reassurance to the others. Two additional assistants were also 
present to help encourage engagement and participation. To 
support a structured environment, the workshop employed a 
series of co-design user experience methods which also 
served as probes to elicit requirements. Two proto-personas 
- one neurotypical (NT) and one ND - were created [20]. The 
aim was to create a design that was highly accessible. The 
workshop began with a discussion of the ND persona and 
how it could be refined to be more representative. The co-
designers were very engaged and keen to be heard. The 
positive and negative elements of surveys previously 
completed were explored. These experiences were added to 
the ND persona so that it reflected experiences and co-
designers were encouraged to draw potential paper prototype 
solutions to the negative aspects of online surveys (See 
Supplement No.1 for examples of paper prototyping). 
The outputs from the workshop were synthesized by the 
academic researchers with recommendations from the Web 
Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.1) and the 
AASPIRE (Academic Autism Spectrum Partnership in 
Research and Education) Guidelines for Autistic Web Users 
[98] and used by the research assistant to create an initial 
interactive web-based survey prototype. 
Below, we describe our six-month journey from when the 
idea of creating the Team of Co-researchers was initiated 
through survey development and production to its testing and 
improvement. Throughout the paper, for content brought 
about by the Team of Co-researchers that is more sensitive 
in nature, we do not refer to a specific co-researcher in order 
to protect them from unnecessary judgements and 
misconceptions. During the process of survey design, 
workshops and meetings relating to this activity were 
described as ‘Tea Parties’ by co-researchers. 
Survey Design Workshops: Tea Parties 
Pino, a musician with lived experience of LD, organized the 
first Tea Party in The Hub “to know how and understand how 
people [with LDs] feel” as the first step to derive questions 
to be asked to the public in the survey platform. 
Subsequently, the idea was to identify those individuals with 
lived experience of LD who would like to form a Team of 
Co-researchers to work very closely together on the survey 
development. Therefore, a series of further Tea Parties were 
organized to generate initial ideas and explain to the Team of 
Co-researchers what research is, to create a story board with 
meaningful questions to inform the survey, to reflect on the 
usability test results and to decide on the final set of questions 
and how they should be asked. A standard meeting agenda 
outlining the expected outcomes; an accessible meeting 
agenda, as well as an accessible invitation were prepared 
prior to each Tea Party. At every stage of the research 
process, we had multiple conversations with co-researchers 
reflecting on their involvement and hopes for the project.  
Survey Testing 
We engaged in two rounds of iterative survey testing. The 
first round tested the survey platform only. The second tested 
both the survey platform and the survey that had been 
designed by the team of co-researchers. The second round of 
testing featured a greater number of co-researchers and 
iterations, which we describe in detail. To evaluate the 
survey platform prototype two usability tests were conducted 
with both ND and NT participants. A convenience sampling 
strategy was utilized to recruit a subset of co-researchers. 
The focus of the informal tests was to gain design insights to 
improve the prototype. Usability testing within the Design 
Thinking methodology can be utilized iteratively to glean 
key design insights which can be implemented quickly using 
an agile methodology for software development [46]. 
Typical measures used to evaluate usability include success 
rates, time on task, errors and subjective responses regarding 
satisfaction [7]. Elements of the D4D framework were 
incorporated into the usability test protocol. Small 
modifications were made to the to ensure the test was 
accessible. For example, use of the Think Aloud protocol 
[38] was rejected as it may cognitively overwhelm ND 
participants. Instead, after each task was performed the 
moderator asked how the user felt about the task and what 
they would like to change about the functionality. 
The first usability test utilized a MacBook Pro laptop, an 
iPad and iPhone XR from 5 ND and 5 NT participants. A 
mock survey was created using five demographic questions 
and three survey questions, one of which was a video 
question. In addition to the moderator who facilitated the 
test, a data logger and observer were also present to record 
participant behavior and comments and support the users 
during the test; these individuals were neurotypical. They 
also supported the participants in understanding what a 
usability test was and its purpose. Three ND participants 
were concerned about their computer skills. However, the 
moderator made it clear that it was the survey platform that 
was being evaluated. Participants were then asked to 
complete a short paper-based demographic survey about 
their disability and how they rated their computer skills. 
One key aims of the test was to examine the usability, 
accessibility and comprehension of survey questions that 
utilized different mediums. A scenario was created where 
users were invited to take part in a survey via email or mobile 
device. All participants were given the scenario and asked to 
complete the mock survey using a device they would 
typically use to answer a survey. All participants decided to 
use the iPhone. Completion of the survey was split into 
several tasks. Task 1 was to complete the demographic 
questions successfully, the remaining three tasks comprised 
of answering each of the survey questions. A short post-test 
paper-based questionnaire was completed by participants to 
ascertain their satisfaction regarding the prototype. The 
moderator completed the questionnaire as a mini interview 
for those who felt they could not respond in writing. 
RESULTS  
Survey Design Workshop Findings 
A number of negative comments stemmed from 
demographic questions posed in surveys. Questions 
regarding gender and disability were cited as particularly 
frustrating. One co-designer commented “I don’t think of 
myself as having a disability so I wouldn’t tick that 
box…no.” Another commented, “I don’t fit into any of those 
boxes they write.” Similarly, regarding questions relating to 
gender: “I don’t like it when you have to choose only male 
or female. I can’t fit in what they want.” Using paper 
prototyping co-designers sketched open text responses for 
questions regarding gender and disability. These were 
considered important to the co-designers to reduce 
marginalization by restrictive predefined responses e.g. 
male/female. 
Most commented on the lack of accessibility of online 
surveys. They found completing a wholly text-based survey 
difficult. This may be due to the overwhelming cognitive 
demands of literacy [17]. In particular the language used in 
questions was confusing to them. An example given “I don’t 
like it when they ask you a question and then they ask you 
again but in a different way… it’s like they are trying to trick 
you.” Thus, to minimise confusion and facilitate engagement 
and trust, co-designers suggested a key requirement was the 
ability to ask and answer survey questions using multiple 
mediums (e.g. video and audio) and where text was used the 
language was clear and simple.  
There was no difference in time on task, completion rates or 
error rates between the NT and ND. Most participants 
utilized the multimedia alternatives to questions (5 NT and 4 
ND) confirming the use of co-designer outputs was 
universally useful and accessible. More than half of the ND 
participants used text-based responses with the remaining 
choosing to respond with audio supporting multimodal 
question functionality. Those that chose audio commented 
they found it easier than writing. This finding is similar to 
those from Williams & Hennig (2015) [138]. However, ND 
participants found the language relating to GDPR difficult to 
understand and suggested having videos of the consent 
questions. This suggestion was immediately incorporated in 
to the design. 
First Tea Party  
In preparations to the first Tea Party, Pino and Michaela had 
a conversation about the study aims1. Based on the transcript 
of this conversation, we colour-coded the text manually and 
derived emerging themes as connected clusters of ideas, 
which were then discussed, simplified and subsequently used 
by Pino for further discussion at the Tea Party.  
Overall, thirteen individuals who “can talk and push it!" (as 
described by Pino) attended the first Tea Party. All 
participants signed an informed consent (compliant with UK 
research ethics requirements). Pino started the discussion by 
first asking all “What does it feel like working with people 
with LDs?” The founder of Heart n Soul summarised it as “a 
joy and a privilege”, after which he reminded us of the 
project’s big picture: “And you know, here we are sitting in 
The Hub […] which is the world's most important research 
space […] so we’re making progress”. Thereafter, a very 
passionate and emotional discussion emerged around the 
following themes prioritised by the academic researchers 
based on the participation and the post-meeting transcript 
review: Panic and the ‘WOW’ Effect (David Mc: “and 
they [people without LD] are like, you can see the panic in 
their faces the first time they walk in, but by the end of it 
they’re like, oh my god I can’t believe it [the talents of people 
with LDs]”); The value of Heart n Soul (Lizzie: “Without 
Heart n Soul there would be no me”); Love (Kelly: If the 
world was such a beautiful and loving place! I want to 
continue making it happier for people. People like us - we 
are left alone…”).  
Further Exploration of Emerging Themes  
Based on conversations at a Tea Party, themes were further 
explored and refined as follows1:  
• People’s perceptions (i.e. How people understand 
things): co-researchers are curious how the public 
perceives them at first (first impressions) (David Mc, 
Lizzie, Michaela) and then in a situation when they can 
showcase their talents (David Mc, Lizzie, Kelly).  
• Pride: co-researchers are proud of their skills and 
disability (Mark S, Kelly) and are proud to be here with 
us at The Hub (David Mc, Donald).  
• Asking questions (to and from the public): Pino and 
Kelly would like to take this opportunity and ask the 
public whether they have any questions to them. As a 
team, we framed this idea as “a conversation with the 
public”.  
What is Research? 
Michaela and a freelancer experienced in running creative 
sessions for people with LDs, facilitated a Tea Party titled 
“What is research?”. As part of the research activity 
involving a discussion and a role play, we wanted to explore 
the co-researchers’ understanding and views of the 
following: that they own the ideas and perform co-research 
with the rest of the team; that their questions are typed and 
stored by the academic researchers as part of the research 
process; these questions are going to be shared with the 
public in the Survey Platform; subsequently, the information 
collected will be analysed and then we will write ‘A book of 
what we said’ as suggested by Pino; they will decide whether 
they want their name to remain private. 
Creating a Story Board to Inform the Survey 
At this point, the eight individuals who were most committed 
and enjoyed coming to The Hub following the Tea Parties 
officially formed the Team of Co-researchers.  We were 
hoping for the Team of Co-researchers to create at least one 
story board in the space of three meetings of three hours 
in duration each to be used as a template for the first survey. 
To support co-researchers in this task, we involved an artist 
specializing in collaboration and visual communication (co-
author) to help us with visual recording and facilitation. 
Also, we hired a professional film-maker to proceed with 
filming of the initial ideas generation as part of practice and 
creative research process to give an opportunity for the Team 
of Co-researchers to express themselves in a variety of ways. 
Prior to each meeting, we prepared a clear agenda outlining 
a plan and expected outcomes. We remained flexible and 
adapted to the needs and ideas of the Team of Co-researchers 
at every stage. Each meeting was co-facilitated by several 
members of our team depending on their availability and the 
meeting objectives. Each meeting begun with an 
Introductory Session consisting of: relaxation; significance 
of the project and the role and importance of the Team of Co-
researchers; agreement on how we will work together in a 
meeting; recap of the previous meeting. Prior to the first 
meeting, all co-researchers received an accessible 
information package1.  
The Story Board 
The Team of Co-researchers came up with three story 
boards1 of which only one was fully developed and with the 
potential to measure baseline public understanding of LD as 
judged by the academic researchers (Figure 2). The story-
board was also in accordance with the Team of Co-
researchers’ earlier suggestions to assess how people 
understand things in the first survey. The story board was 
developed by Pino, Robyn, and Kelly. Here, we focus on 
Who asks a question and How; the animations in the 
background of the questions-videos constitute an integral 
part of the research process but are outside of the scope of 
this analysis. 
Filming of the First Version of the Survey 
For those co-researchers that wanted to be filmed, we 
provided each with the visually depicted questions prepared 
by the artist to be used as prompts in the filming studio. 
Several co-researchers prepared additional questions and 
made drawings of their ideas on paper which were 
subsequently used as prompts for filming1. The founder of 
Heart n Soul reminded co-researchers to “think about 
questions that as many people as possible could answer”. 
 
Figure 2. The story board developed by co-researchers.  
For example, a question prepared by Pino “Do you respect 
us the way we are” is more appropriate than “Why don’t you 
respect us?” as suggested by another co-researcher. During 
the meeting, the Team of Co-researchers also discussed the 
survey development process. For example, one of the co-
researchers posed a question to the rest of the team: “Do you 
think we are doing the wrong thing speaking who we are?”.  
After the meeting, the professional filmmaker processed the 
videos of the questions according to the selected story-board, 
consulted with the Team of Co-researchers, and a version of 
the survey was created with the following script: 
First Version of the Survey2: 
1. Question No.1 (Lizzie): 
a. We have been underneath the microscope for 
years. What do you see when you see me? (video) 
2. Question No.2 (Pino + people): 
a. Do you trust us? (photo) 
b. Can you tell me why you chose that answer? 
(text) 
3. Question No.3 (Pino): 
a. Are you frightened of people with learning 
disabilities? (video) 
b. Can you tell me why you chose that answer? 
(text) 
4. Question No.4 (Lizzie): 
a. Would you cross over to the other side of the road 
if you saw me coming? (video) 
b. Can you tell us why you chose that answer? (text) 
5. Question No.5 (Mark S with voice-over from Pino): 
a. How would you feel if you were in our shoes? 
(video) 
6. Question No.6 (Donald): 
a. Do you have any questions for me? (video) 
Survey Testing 
The second usability test evaluated both the survey and the 
platform. The focus was to seek participants’ qualitative 
responses regarding the usability and accessibility of the 
platform, and the survey’s content. Seven participants took 
part in the test (Table 1). The same range of devices were 
available, and participants chose the device they would use 
typically. Mobile devices e.g. iPad and iPhone were 
primarily chosen; mobile devices are shown to enable 
multitasking with little impact on the quality of answers in 
comparison to surveys completed on a PC [5]. Mobile 
devices also aided accessibility: two ND participants 
expressed a preference for the iPad because of its inbuilt 
accessibility features and larger screen when compared to an 
iPhone.   
All participants appreciated the video / audio questions and 
the interactivity and accessibility they brought. However, 
ND participants requested all text (e.g. consent and initial 
information/ instructions) also be available in an alternative 
format e.g. audio and/or video. They also commented that 
without additional accessible formats the platform made less 
sense and was more difficult to use. Participants also cited  
that the video questions provoked a thoughtful response. NT 
participants asked about the possibility of saving their 
answers and returning to the survey at a later point to 
complete. These responses fed directly to technical 
development.  
                                                          
2 see the link to view the first version of the survey including 
the videos: https://is.gd/survey1hns 
Question No.2 and Question No.3 had the discriminatory 
power of differentiating those identifying themselves as NT 
from those identifying themselves as ND. To Question 
No.2a, all NT participants responded “Yes” with two 
responding to Question No.2b “I have no reason not to”. 
Two ND participants responded “I don’t know” with one 
further commenting “I would not trust an entire group of 
people, I would not trust a group of neurotypicals nor people 
with learning disabilities, it's individual”. Most participants 
were confused with what the pronoun “us” refers to in the 
question i.e. people with LD or without (Issue No.1). To 
Question No.3a, all NT participants responded “No” while 
all ND participants responded “I don’t know”. Responses to 
Question No.3b revealed that NT participants have “no 
reason to be afraid” while all ND participants indicated that 
it “depends on a person”. Overall, the commonalities found 
across the responses to Question No.2b and Question No.3b 
as open-ended questions are significant. The results of the 
usability test informed our preliminary hypothesis that the 
lived experience of a LD makes one see a person with a LD 
as an individual, “as a human being” (Co-researcher No.8).  
Table 1. Range of devices used by participants. 
NT participants did not feel comfortable answering Question 
No.1 with several participants pointing out that they were 
uncomfortable judging Lizzie in the video (Issue No.2). 
Two participants responded that “Lizzie looks sad” and one 
ND indicated that in Question No.1 “it still feels like she is 
under the microscope” (Issue No.3). One participant asked 
whether Lizzie derived her own questions (Issue No.4). Most 
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story and context i.e. Question No.4 and Question No.5 
(Issue No.5). NT participants appreciated Question No.6 but 
were not sure whether to direct the question to Donald or a 
wider group of people (Issue No.6). Overall, we found that 
all participants provided valuable commentaries into how 
they feel while answering the questions, especially the ones 
that included the element of judgement (Issue No.7) (See 
Supplement No.2 for detailed outcomes).  
Evaluating the Results of the Second Usability Test 
Co-researchers were presented with Issues No.1 – No.6 that 
were identified as part of the usability test. The meeting was 
quite emotional with several co-researchers having doubts 
about their questions and the reasons for asking them. In 
particular, Lizzie clarified that she would not like people to 
think that she is sad and she definitely “does not want to be 
under the microscope any more!” Instead, she would like the 
public “to have thinking experience, a different mind-set!” 
To address these issues the Team of Co-researchers decided 
on the following improvements to the survey: 
• To address Issue No.1: Question No.2 needs to be 
asked by several co-researchers in the video. Also, the 
order between Question No.2 and Question No.3 needs 
to be reversed.  
• To address Issue No.2 and Issue No.5: Lizzie needs to 
provide some context to her first question What do you 
see when you see me? so that respondents do not feel 
like they are being asked to judge her.  
• To address Issue No.3 and Lizzie’s own concerns that 
the videos do not fully reflect her personality: Lizzie 
needs to be more natural in the video (i.e. “bright and 
confident”), although still authentic to her story.  
• To address Issue No.4: All co-researchers need to 
introduce themselves before of each question so that 
the questions are owned by co-researchers and 
respondents have no doubt about question authorship.  
• To address Issue No.6: Donald should ask whether 
respondents have any questions for him or for the rest 
of co-researchers.   
• To address Issue No.7: Certain questions require a sub-
question referring to feelings of respondents i.e. And 
how do you feel about me asking you that question? 
Filming of the Second Version of the Survey 
After the meeting, the improved versions of the videos were 
processed by the professional filmmaker and discussed with 
co-researchers who decided to ask about how you would feel 
and what would you do “if you were in our shoes?” 
(Question No.5). The second version of the survey was 
created with the following script3: 
                                                          
3 see the link to view the second version of the survey 
including the videos: https://is.gd/survey2hns  
Second Version of the Survey4: 
1. Question No.1 (Lizzie): 
a. Hi, my name is Lizzie. I've got a question for 
you... People stare at me all the time. What do 
you see when you see me? (video) 
b. How do you feel when I ask you that question? 
(video) 
2. Question No.2 (Pino): 
a. My name is Pino, and I would like to ask you a 
question. Are you frightened of people with 
learning disabilities? I want you to answer that 
question. And I want you to tell us what you 
really think. (video) 
b. Can you tell me why you chose that answer? 
(text) 
c. How does it feel when I ask you that question? 
(video) 
3. Question No.3 (All co-researchers): 
a. Alright then. I've got another question for 
you... Do you trust us? (video) 
b. Can you tell me why you chose that answer? 
(text) 
4. Question No.4 (Lizzie): 
a. Hi, it's me Lizzie again. I would like to know, 
what would you do in this situation? … Would 
you cross over to the other side of the road if you 
saw me coming? (video) 
b. Can you tell us why you chose that answer? (text) 
c. How do you feel about that question? I know it 
could be awkward. Do you know what? Just be 
honest. That's all I'm asking - to be honest. 
(video) 
5. Question No.5 (Mark S only): 
a. How would you feel, and what would you do, if 
you were in our shoes? (video) 
6. Question No.6 (Donald): 
a. My name is Donald and I've got a question for 
you: Do you have any questions for me or the 
other people? (video) 
Final Survey Revisions 
Following the development of the second version of the 
survey, there were a number of revisions performed to 
improve representation of the co-researchers and the project 
overall. We also included and tested demographic variables 
for future analysis and data clustering. In response to co-
researchers’ comments regarding the inclusion of video 
consent, introductory videos were created in which Robyn 
explains who the team are, what data is collected and why. 
For quality assurance checks and to improve our message, 
we shared the survey with a broader audience, including 
4 In bold, additional text relates version 1 of the survey.  
Heart n Soul collaborators and staff at the Wellcome Trust 
in London. 
Although the analysis of the survey results is out of scope, 
we have received initial public response. The final survey 
was launched in December 2019 and can be found at 
www.heartnsoulasks.com. It has currently received 800 
responses at the time of writing and remains open. We have 
received very positive feedback within the survey, on social 
media, and as part of public engagement events including the 
Festival of Minds and Bodies at Wellcome Collection on 30th 
November 2019. Many respondents have remarked that the 
survey is unusual “this [survey] is the most beautiful I've 
ever seen.”, provides space for reflection “I learned a lot 
about myself by taking the Heart n Soul survey”, and is very 
accessible “I’ve got a collection of bad surveys I use in 
teaching but struggle to find good ones for templates […] 
This one is really hard to fault and if you’re doing an online 
survey you should definitely use it as a template and give 
credit.  I showed it in class today, very well received”.  
Reflections from Co-researchers  
Once the final survey was developed, Pino, David Mc and 
Lizzie offered their extended reflections on the research 
process. Following publication of the survey, Pino published 
a first-person article in the Guardian newspaper [40] where 
he describes his involvement as the lead co-researcher (“My 
colleagues and co-researchers [...] are relying on me to 
make sure everything goes well”).  
Both Pino and Lizzie pointed out the challenges associated 
with the first stage of the survey design process. Pino 
mentioned that “coming up with the questions was difficult”. 
Lizzie recalled similar experiences: “I was really unsure 
about the questions we were asking. All of us were a little bit 
unsure of what to ask and what we expected”. Once the 
survey was completed, the three co-researchers felt proud 
and were positive about the outcomes.  
When discussing the project goals and their involvement as 
co-researchers, all three reflected on the initial idea of ‘the 
microscope’. For David Mc, being a co-researcher was like 
"having the opportunity to be on the other side of the 
research, because research is usually done on us and we 
wanna know what people think and learn about other people, 
the more we find out about other people the more we learn 
about ourselves". Lizzie was intrigued by how people might 
respond to the survey and what impact it might have on 
people with LDs: “We’re flipping the microscope on them, 
its amazing, I would still like to know what it felt for them for 
the microscope to be on them. […] I would like to know what 
it was like so they would understand how it feels for us. Get 
an answer like, oh god I didn’t know that. Now that the 
microscope is on you, how do you feel? […] has this 
experience made you change your mind about people with 
disabilities, has it made you open your eyes and see? After 
all these years, if someone came back and said my eyes have 
been opened by people with disabilities, then we’ve done it, 
job done and dusted.” 
Finally, all three emphasized that they want the respondents 
to be honest in the survey. David Mc summarized this as 
“Putting people on the spot and finding out who’s ganna say 
what we wanna hear or saying the stuff that we like, don’t 
wanna hear. I don’t mind hearing all the bad stuff what the 
questionnaire brings up.” 
DISCUSSION 
Co-researchers with LDs developed an inclusive online 
survey to challenge public attitudes towards LDs using a co-
designed accessible survey platform. Both the survey 
platform and the online survey have been well received by 
the co-researchers throughout the research process. We have 
also obtained very positive feedback from the survey 
respondents who appreciated the accessibility, uniqueness, 
and the self-reflexive elements of our “beautiful survey”. 
While these generally positive comments and impressions 
about the survey meet the expectations of our co-researchers, 
we are uncertain about their impact on the participants’ 
honesty in responding to the questions, especially when 
some are predicted as being “negative”. We aim to explore 
this in detail with co-researchers (see future directions).  
When designing the survey, co-researchers were suggesting 
questions that were important to them and reflective of their 
experiences. Therefore, for co-researchers, the survey 
questions are much more than research. Since the questions 
are personal, co-researchers hope that the responses will 
reveal more about their own lives and learn more about 
themselves in line with the idea of “having a conversation 
with the public”. At times, this led to co-researchers having 
self-doubts about the purpose of the project and its future 
impact. Therefore, an important aspect of the survey design 
process that was challenging was in maintaining and 
reinforcing the purpose of each Tea Party. In our study each 
meeting began with a reminder of the project’s significance 
and the important role that Team of Co-researchers had. This 
was not simply to remind co-researchers of the purpose of 
the workshop, but more importantly, to encourage them to 
feel positively about their ability to impact the process of 
research. 
There were challenges associated with the survey platform 
development. Although the aim was to inform a design that 
was accessible and usable by all, co-designers found it 
difficult to empathize with the NT persona. This may be 
indicative of the double empathy problem which Milton, 
Heasman & Sheppard (2018) [70] describe as a “disjuncture 
in reciprocity between two differently disposed social actors 
who hold different norms and expectations of each other, 
such as is common in autistic to non-autistic social 
interactions” (p.7). As such there were concerns that there 
was a potential the double empathy problem could be 
reflected in the design; recent research indicated designing 
for accessibility with regard to language impacted the use of 
a website for NT users [104]. However, the use of multiple 
mediums in surveys for NT users is not new. Audio and 
video questions may also improve question comprehension, 
reduce social desirability bias [60], improve respondent 
engagement (particularly when the topic of the survey is of a 
sensitive nature) and reduce attrition rates [8] for NT 
respondents. Therefore, the design suggestions put forward 
by the co-designers were applicable for a universal design. 
Additionally, the core philosophy of D4D framework 
although devised as a co-design approach with children was 
helpful in guiding design and usability testing with ND 
adults. However, further research is required to form the 
development of a ND design protocol for adults [29]. 
Consent and Safeguarding 
The issues of informed consent and safeguarding procedures 
were challenging. We have an ethical responsibility to 
protect those vulnerable team members who are new to 
research. We moved from on-paper consent, and research 
training, towards their full involvement. However, we 
remained careful at all times: one co-researcher decided to 
cease engagement in the process, and stepped down from the 
project for some time. As a matter of process, we stayed in 
touch with all co-researcher’s guardians in order to evaluate 
if the process was potentially having negative impacts on 
their health and wellbeing. We did not assume that all co-
researchers wanted to be named as co-authors or be fully 
acknowledged. Most co-researchers had very valid 
reservations towards recognizing and attributing their 
contributions towards the study due to e.g. identification 
potentially leading to harmful judgement or eligibility for 
benefits which have not been identified previously [122].  
Co-researchers preferred video over verbal or written media 
both for receiving information about usage of personal data 
and when they provide informed consent. This is a 
noteworthy finding especially as ensuring informed consent 
with vulnerable populations can be challenging. Using video 
as a medium for imparting consent information has been 
explored within a medical context [103, 125]. However, such 
studies utilize video for imparting information in a 
unidirectional communication. However, the survey 
platform enables participants to also respond using a medium 
of their choice facilitating a bi-directional consent process 
aligned to the mediated consent process advocated by 
Sterling and Rangaswamy (2010) [120]. Future work may 
also make it a more informed and negotiated process. 
Future directions 
Our co-research process, despite its many challenges, has 
generated tangible outcomes - specifically the survey 
platform and the online survey with data. These outcomes 
can be measured and assessed, and we aim to do this more 
fully in the future. Based on public responses to the survey 
(outcomes), we will be able to evaluate the quality and 
relevance of our inclusive research process through 
evaluating responses and other outcomes as part of a robust 
research process. 
For example, initial evaluation of the survey data during the 
survey testing stage indicates that the questions asked by co-
researchers have potential to generate valuable data that 
appears robust. In particular, the survey has the potential to 
discriminate ND versus NT individuals, gives an opportunity 
to open up in a safe but at times thought-provoking 
environment (e.g. by asking the survey respondents what 
they think about the questions/how they feel while 
responding) and also could add to wider conversation on 
accessible Big Data approaches [58]. Based on the first set 
of feedback received from the survey respondents, our 
approach indicates the survey is considered to be high 
quality. We aim to convince researchers that this type of 
exploratory research might be worth pursuing for purely 
scientific reasons as well as outreach to a greater public about 
the issues faced by individuals with LDs, and therefore 
greater understanding. In this way, our research could make 
impact that people with LD will value [81].  
The hybrid approach we have taken has led to a functional 
and accessible survey and platform which in turn can be used 
to collect survey responses to research questions posed by 
people with LDs, As the next step, we intend to work with 
co-researchers to explore, evaluate and analyse research data 
from the survey through interactive machine learning and 
visualisation approaches. 
CONCLUSION 
Co-researchers with LDs created an online survey to help 
challenge and shift public understanding of LDs. In this 
paper, we describe how the survey platform was developed, 
how co-researchers created an online survey, and we also 
specify and reflect upon the inclusive research elements and 
practices in achieving the study goals. Response to the 
survey has been positive from both co-researchers and 
survey respondents. We feel this survey and the approaches 
we have taken are leading the way in terms of inclusive 
research practices, whilst potentially resulting in the 
generation of meaningful data. Finally, we reflect on the 
views and perspectives of co-researchers following the 
completion of the study, and consider the difficulties and 
advantages we encountered deploying such approaches. 
These may be applied in any research setting wherein non-
academics with a range of abilities, identities, and 
backgrounds are placed at the heart of a CHI-relevant 
research process, but in this case, they have led to outcomes 
that we hope will be of interest and benefit to others 
attempting to reach similar goals working with LD 
communities. 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
The authors thank all members of Heart n Soul for their 
contributions to this project. This work was supported by the 
Wellcome Trust [211043/Z/18/Z]. 
REFERENCES 
[1] N. Akrami, B. Ekehammar, M. Claesson and K. 
Sonnander. 2006. Classical and Modern Prejudice: 
Attitudes toward People with Intellectual Disabilities. 
Research in Developmental Disabilities 27, 6, 12. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2005.07.003 
[2] A. Ali, A. Hassiotis, A. Strydom and M. King 2012. 
Self Stigma in People with Intellectual Disabilities and 
Courtesy Stigma in Family Carers: A Systematic 
Review. Research in Developmental Disabilities 33, 6, 
18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2012.06.013. 
[3] L. Anthony, S. Prasad, A. Hurst, and R. Kuber. 2012. 
A Participatory Design Workshop on Accessible Apps 
and Games with Students with Learning Differences. In 
Proceedings of 14th international ACM SIGACCESS 
conference on Computers and accessibility (ASSETS 
'12). New York, 253-254. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/2384916.2384979 
[4] R. F. Antonak. 1994. Development and Psychometric 
Analysis of an Indirect Measure of Attitudes toward 
Individuals with Mental Retardation Using the Error-
Choice Method. Mental Retardation 32, 5, 8.  
[5] C. Antoun, M.P. Couper and F.G. Conrad. 2017. 
Effects of Mobile Versus Pc Web on Survey Response 
Qualitya Crossover Experiment in a Probability Web 
Panel. Public Opin Q 81, S1, 280-306. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfw088 
[6] D. Atkinson, M. Cooper and G. Ferris. 2006. Advocacy 
as Resistance: Speaking up as a Way of Fighting Back. 
In Exploring Experiences of Advocacy by People with 
Learning Disabilities: Testimonies of Resistance, D. 
Mitchell Ed. Jessica Kingsley, London, 13-19.  
[7] C.M. Barnum. 2010. Usability Testing Essentials: 
Ready, Set...Test! Elsevier,  
[8] H. Beier and S. Schulz. 2015. A Free Audio-Casi 
Module for Limesurvey. Survey Methods: Insights 
from the Field (SMIF). 
http://dx.doi.org/10.13094/SMIF-2015-00011 
[9] A. M. Benomir, R. Nicolson and N. Beail. 2016. 
Attitudes Towards People with Intellectual Disability 
in the Uk and Libya: A Cross-Cultural Comparison. 
Research in Developmental Disabilities 51-52, 8. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2015.12.009. 
[10] L. Benton and H. Johnson. 2014. Structured 
Approaches to Participatory Design for Children: Can 
Targeting the Needs of Children with Autism Provide 
Benefits for a Broader Child Population? Instr Sci 42, 
1, 47-65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11251-013-9297-y 
[11] L. Benton, A. Vasalou, R. Khaled, H. Johnson and D. 
Gooch. 2014. Diversity for Design: A Framework for 
Involving Neurodiverse Children in the Technology 
Design Process. In Proceedings of ACM, New York, 
NY, USA, 3747-3756. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2556288.2557244 
[12] C. Bigby, T. Clement, J. Mansell and J. Beadle-Brown. 
2009. ‘It's Pretty Hard with Our Ones, They Can't Talk, 
the More Able Bodied Can Participate’: Staff Attitudes 
About the Applicability of Disability Policies to People 
with Severe and Profound Intellectual Disabilities. 
Journal of Intellectual Disability Research 53, 13. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2788.2009.01154.x 
[13] C. Bigby, P. Frawley and P. Ramcharan. 2014. 
Conceptualising Inclusive Research with People with 
Intellectual Disability. Journal of Applied Research in 
Intellectual Disabilities 27, 9. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jar.12083. 
[14] R. Blundell, R. Das, H. Potts and K. Scior. 2016. The 
Association between Contact and Intellectual Disability 
Literacy, Causal Attributions and Stigma. Journal of 
Intellectual Disability Research 60, 9. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jir.12241. 
[15] L.  Bond, M. Kerr, F. Dunstan and A. Thapar. 1997. 
Attitudes of General Practitioners Towards Health Care 
for People with Intellectual Disability and the Factors 
Underlying These Attitudes. Journal of Intellectual 
Disability Research 41, 9. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2788.1997.tb00726.x 
[16] G. S. Bonham, S. Basehart, R.L. Schalock, C.B. 
Marchand, N. Kirchner and J.M. Rumenap. 2004. 
Consumer-Based Quality of Life Assessment: The 
Maryland Ask Me! Project. Mental Retardation 42, 5, 
17. https://doi.org/10.1352/0047-
6765(2004)42%3C338:CQOLAT%3E2.0.CO;2  
[17] A. Bowling. 2005. Mode of Questionnaire 
Administration Can Have Serious Effects on Data 
Quality. J Public Health (Oxf) 27, 3, 281-291. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdi031 
[18] K. Brady and L. Woolfson Brady. 2008. What Teacher 
Factors Influence Their Attributions for Children's 
Difficulties in Learning? British Journal of 
Educational Psychology 78, 17. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/000709907X268570 
[19] T. Brown. 2008. Design Thinking. Harvard Business 
Review 86, 6, 84-92.  
[20] L. Buley. 2013. The User Experience Team of One: A 
Research and Design Survival Guide. Rosenfeld 
Media.  
[21] P. Burge, H. Ouellette-Kuntz and R. Lysaght. 2007. 
Public Views on Employment of People with 
Intellectual Disabilities. Journal of Vocational 
Rehabilitation 26, 1, 8.  
[22] Campaign to End Loneliness. Loneliness Research. 
Campaign to End Loneliness. 
https://www.campaigntoendloneliness.org/the-facts-on-
loneliness/ 
[23] J. Campbell, L. Gilmore and M. Cuskelly. 2003. 
Changing Student Teachers’ Attitudes Towards 
Disability and Inclusion. Journal of Intellectual & 
Developmental Disability 28, 4, 10. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13668250310001616407 
[24] D. Chadwick, C. Wesson and C. Fullwood. 2013. 
Internet Access by People with Intellectual Disabilities: 
Inequalities and Opportunities. Future Internet 5, 21. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/fi5030376 
[25] S. Clement, A. Van Nieuwenhuizen, A. Kassam, C. 
Flach, A. Lazarus, M. De Castro and G. Thornicroft. 
2012. Filmed V. Live Social Contact Interventions to 
Reduce Stigma: Randomised Controlled Trial. British 
Journal of Psychiatry 201, 1, 7. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.111.093120 
[26] E. and C. Cocks, J. 1995. The Participatory Research 
Paradigm and Intellectual Disability. Mental Handicap 
Research 8, 12. http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1468-
3148.1995.tb00140.x 
[27] T.M. Cumming, I. Strnadová, M. Knox and T. 
Parmenter. 2014. Mobile Technology in Inclusive 
Research: Tools of Empowerment. Disability & Society 
29, 7, 13. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2014.886556 
[28] M. Cuskelly and L. Gilmore. 2007. Attitudes to 
Sexuality Questionnaire (Individuals with an 
Intellectual Disability): Scale Development and 
Community Norms. Journal of Intellectual & 
Developmental Disability 32, 3, 214-221. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13668250701549450 
[29] Nick S. Dalton. 2013. Neurodiversity HCI. Interactions 
20, 2, 72. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2427076.2427091 
[30] M.L. Desroches, K.A. Sethares, C. Curtin and J. 
Chung. 2019. Nurses' Attitudes and Emotions toward 
Caring for Adults with Intellectual Disabilities: Results 
of a Cross‐Sectional, Correlational‐Predictive Research 
Study. Journal of Applied Research in Intellectual 
Disabilities, 13. https://doi.org/10.1111/jar.12645 
[31] C. Di Lorito, A. Bosco, L. Birt and A. Hassiotis. 2018. 
Co-Research with Adults with Intellectual Disability: A 
Systematic Review 31, 5, 669-686. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jar.12435 
[32] A. Docherty, E. Harkness, M. Eardley, L. Townson and 
R. Chapman. 2006. ‘What They Want - Yes, but What 
We Want - Bugger Us!’. In Exploring Experiences of 
Advocacy by People with Learning Disabilities: 
Testimonies of Resistance, D. Mitchell Ed. Jessica 
Kingsley, London.  
[33] J. Evans, R. Huising, S.S. Silbey.2016. Handbook of 
Qualitative Organizational Research: Innovative 
Pathways Silbey and Methods. Accounting for 
Accounts: Crafting Ethnographic Validity through 
Team Ethnography, 143-155.  
[34] M. Fabri and P.C. S. Andrews. 2016. Hurdles and 
Drivers Affecting Autistic Students' Higher Education 
Experience: Lessons Learnt from the Multinational 
Autism&Uni Research Study. In Proceedings of 7-9.  
[35] J.A. Fails, M.L. Guha and A. Druin. 2013. Methods 
and Techniques for Involving Children in the Design of 
New Technology for Children. HCI 6, 2, 85-166. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/1100000018 
[36] L. Findler, N. Vilchinsky, and S. Werner. 2007. The 
Multidimensional Attitudes Scale toward Persons with 
Disabilities (Mas): Construction and Validation. 
Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin 50, 3, 10. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00343552070500030401 
[37] S. Flynn, L. Hulbert-Williams, R. Bramwell, D. 
Stevens-Gill and N. Hulbert-Williams. 2015. Caring 
for Cancer Patients with an Intellectual Disability: 
Attitudes and Care Perceptions of Uk Oncology 
Nurses. European Journal of Oncology Nursing 19, 5, 
6. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejon.2015.03.002 
[38] M.E. Fonteyn, B. Kuipers and S.J. Grobe. 1993. A 
Description of Think Aloud Method and Protocol 
Analysis. Qual Health Res 3, 4, 430-441. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/104973239300300403 
[39] C. Frauenberger, J. Good and W. Keay-Bright. 2010. 
Phenomenology, a Framework for Participatory 
Design. In Proceedings of ACM International 
Conference Proceeding Series. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1900441.1900474 
[40] P. Frumiento. 2019. I have a question: are you scared 
of people with learning disabilities like me?. The 





[41] L. Gilmore and M. Cuskelly. 2014. Vulnerability to 
Loneliness in People with Intellectual Disability: An 
Explanatory Model. Journal of Policy and Practice in 
Intellectual Disabilities 11, 3, 192-199. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jppi.12089 
[42] A. Girli, H.Y. Sarı, G. Kırkım and S. Narin. 2016. 
University   Students’ Attitudes Towards Disability and 
Their Views on Discrimination. International Journal 
of Developmental Disabilities 62, 2, 9. 
https://doi.org/10.1179/2047387715Y.0000000008 
[43] L.D. Goegan, A.I. Radil and L.M. Daniels. 2018. 
Accessibility in Questionnaire Research: Integrating 
Universal Design to Increase the Participation of 
Individuals with Learning Disabilities. Learning 
Disabilities: A Contemporary Journal 16, 2, 177-190.  
[44] C.F. Goodey. 2015. Learning Disability and Inclusion 
Phobia: Past, Present, Future. Routledge, London. 
[45] S.E. Green. 2007. “We’re Tired, Not Sad”: Benefits 
and Burdens of Mothering a Child with a Disability. 
Social Science & Medicine 64, 1, 13. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2006.08.025 
[46] K. Gurusamy, N. Srinivasaraghavan and S. Adikari. 
Year. An Integrated Framework for Design Thinking 
and Agile Methods for Digital Transformation. In 
Proceedings of Springer International Publishing, 34-
42.  
[47] R.P. Hastings, A. Beck and C. Hill. 2005. Positive 
Contributions Made by Children with an Intellectual 
Disability in the Family: Mothers’and 
Fathers’perceptions. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities 
9, 2, 10. https://doi.org/10.1177/1744629505053930 
[48] D.B. Henry, C.N. Keys and F.E. Balcazar. 1996. The   
Community   Living   Attitudes   Scale,   Mental   
Retardation   Form:   Development   and Psychometric   
Properties. Mental Retardation 34, 3, 9.  
[49] P. Heslop, P. Blair, P. Fleming, M. Hoghton, A. 
Marriott and L. Russ. 2013. Confidential Inquiry into 
Premature Deaths of People with Learning Disabilities 
(Cipold). 2013. 
[50] B. S. Hoppestad. 2013. Current Perspective Regarding 
Adults with Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities 
Accessing Computer Technology. Disability and 
Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology 8, 3, 4. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/17483107.2012.723239 
[51] W.  Horner‐Johnson, C. Keys, D. Henry, K. Yamaki, F. 
Oi, K. Watanabe, H. Shimada and I. Fugjimura. 2002. 
Attitudes of Japanese Students toward People with 
Intellectual Disability. Journal of Intellectual Disability 
Research 46, 13. http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-
2788.2002.00406.x 
[52] T. Iacono, B. Lewis, J. Tracy, S. Hicks, P. Morgan, K. 
Récoché and R. McDonald. 2011. Dvd-Based Stories 
of People with Developmental Disabilities as 
Resources for Inter-Professional Education. Disability 
and Rehabilitation 33, 12, 11. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2010.520802 
[53] K. Johnson. 2009. No Longer Researching About Us 
without Us: A Researcher’s Reflection on Rights and 
Inclusive Research in Ireland. British Journal of 
Learning Disabilities 37, 6. 
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1468-
3156.2009.00579.x 
[54] E. Kaasinen, V. Roto, J. Hakulinen, T. Heimonen, 
J.P.P. Jokinen, H. Karvonen, T. Keskinen, H. 
Koskinen, Y. Lu, P. Saariluoma, H. Tokkonen and M. 
Turunen. 2015. Defining User Experience Goals to 
Guide the Design of Industrial Systems. Behaviour & 
Information Technology 34, 10, 976-991. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2015.1035335 
[55] J.M. Keith, L. Bennetto and R.D. Rogge. 2015. The 
Relationship between Contact and Attitudes: Reducing 
Prejudice toward Individuals with Intellectual and 
Developmental Disabilities. Research in 
Developmental Disabilities 47, 12. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2015.07.032 
[56] T. Keskinen, T. Heimonen, M. Turunen, J. Rajaniemi 
and Kauppinen, S. 2012. Symbolchat: A Flexible 
Picture-Based Communication Platform for Users with 
Intellectual Disabilities. Interacting with Computers 
24, 5, 12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intcom.2012.06.003 
[57] C. Kiernan. 1999. Participation in Research by People 
with Learning Disability: Origins and Issues. British 
Journal of Learning Disabilities 27, 4. 
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1468-
3156.1999.tb00084.x 
[58] R. Kitchin. 2014. Big Data, New Epistemologies and 
Paradigm Shifts 1, 1, 2053951714528481. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2053951714528481 
[59] A. Kittur, E.H. Chi and B. Suh. 2008. Crowdsourcing 
User Studies with Mechanical Turk. In Proceedings of 
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems (CHI '08). New York, 453-456. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/1357054.1357127 
[60] L.F. Langhaug, Y.B. Cheung, S.J.S. Pascoe, P. 
Chirawu, G. Woelk, R.J. Hayes and F.M. Cowan. 
2011. How You Ask Really Matters: Randomised 
Comparison of Four Sexual Behaviour Questionnaire 
Delivery Modes in Zimbabwean Youth. Sexually 
Transmitted Infections 87, 2, 165-173. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/sti.2009.037374 
[61] V. Leiter, M.W. Krauss, B. Anderson and N. Wells. 
2004. The Consequences of Caring: Effects of 
Mothering a Child with Special Needs. Journal of 
Family Issues 25, 3, 24. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X03257415 
[62] S. Lewis and B. Stenfert‐Kroese. 2010. An 
Investigation of Nursing Staff Attitudes and Emotional 
Reactions Towards Patients with Intellectual Disability 
in a General Hospital Setting. Journal of Applied 
Research in Intellectual Disabilities 23, 10. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-3148.2009.00542.x 
[63] A. Lovell and T. Mason. 2012. Caring for a Child with 
a Learning Disability Born into the Family Unit: 
Women's Recollections over Time. Scandinavian 
Journal of Disability Research 14, 1, 14. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15017419.2010.540827 
[64] A.C. Lyons, B. Cude, F.C. Lawrence and M. Gutter. 
2005. Conducting Research Online: Challenges Facing 
Researchers in Family and Consumer Sciences. Family 
and Consumer Sciences Research Journal 33, 15. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1077727X04274116 
[65] M.J. Maboe, M. Eloff and Schoeman. 2018. The Role 
of Accessibility and Usability in Bridging the Digital 
Divide for Students with Disabilities in an E-Learning 
Environment. In Proceedings of Annual Conference of 
the South African Institute of Computer Scientists and 
Information Technologists (SAICSIT '18). New York, 
222-228. https://doi.org/10.1145/3278681.3278708 
[66] W. Mason and S. Suri. 2012. Conducting Behavioral 
Research on Amazon’smechanical Turk. Behaviour 
Research Methods 44, 22. 
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-011-0124-6 
[67] R. McConkey and M. Truesdale. 2000. Reactions of 
Nurses and Therapists in Mainstream Health Services 
to Contact with People Who Have Learning 
Disabilities. Journal of Advanced Nursing 32, 5. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2000.01413.x 
[68] K.R. McVilly, R.J. Stancliffe, T.R. Parmenter and 
R.M. Burton‐Smith. 2006. Self‐Advocates Have the 
Last Say on Friendship. Disability & Society 21, 7, 15. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09687590600995287 
[69] MENCAP. 2007. Bullying wrecks lives: The 
experiences of children and young people with a 
learning disability Mencap Publications, London, 
https://www.mencap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2016-
07/Bullying%20wrecks%20lives.pdf. 
[70] D.E.M. Milton, B. Heasman and E. Sheppard. 2018. 
Double Empathy. In Encyclopedia of Autism Spectrum 
Disorders, Fred R. Volkmar Ed. Springer New York, 
New York, NY, 1-8.  
[71] D. Mitchell. 2006. Exploring Experiences of Advocacy 
by People with Learning Disabilities: Testimonies of 
Resistance. Jessica Kingsley, London. 
[72] N. Mitter, A. Ali, and K. Scior. 2019. Stigma 
Experienced by Families of Individuals with 
Intellectual Disabilities and Autism: A Systematic 
Review. Research in Developmental Disabilities 89, 
11. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2019.03.001. 
[73] D. Morin, M. Rivard, C.P. Boursier, A.G. Crocker and 
J. Caron. 2015. Norms of the Attitudes toward 
Intellectual Disability Questionnaire. Journal of 
Intellectual Disability Research 59, 5. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jir.12146 
[74] D. Morin, M. Rivard, A.G. Crocker, C. Parent Boursier 
and J. Caron. 2013. Public Attitudes Towards 
Intellectual   Disability: A Multidimensional 
Perspective   Journal of   Intellectual Disability 
Research 57, 13. https://doi.org/10.1111/jir.12008 
[75] D. Morin, P. Valois, A.G. Crocker, C. Robitaille, and 
T. Lopes. 2018. Attitudes of Health Care Professionals 
toward People with Intellectual Disability: A 
Comparison with the General Population. Journal of 
Intellectual Disability Research 62, 12. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jir.12510 
[76] V.G. Motti and A. Evmenova. 2019. Designing 
Technologies for Neurodiverse Users: Considerations 
from Research Practice. In Proceedings of Springer 
International Publishing, 268-274.  
[77] R. Näslund and A. Gardelli. 2013. ‘I Know, I Can, I 
Will Try’: Youths and Adults with Intellectual 
Disabilities in Sweden Using Information and 
Communication Technology in Their Everyday Life. 
Disability & Society 28, 1, 12. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2012.695528 
[78] C.J. Nierse and T.A. Abma. 2011. Developing Voice 
and Empowerment: The First Step Towards a Broad 
Consultation in Research Agenda Setting. Journal of 
Intellectual Disability Research 55, 10. 
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1365-
2788.2011.01388.x 
[79] M. Nind. 2014. What Is Inclusive Research? 
Bloomsbury, London. 
[80] M. Nind. 2016. Towards a Second Generation of 
Inclusive Research. In Inklusive Forschung. 
Gemeinsam Mit Menschen Mit Lernschwierigkeiten 
Forschen, Klinkhardt, Bad Heilbrunn, 186-198. 
http://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0111-pedocs-
127665 
[81] M. Nind. 2017. The Practical Wisdom of Inclusive 
Research. Qualitative Research 17, 3, 278-288. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1468794117708123 
[82] H. Nissen and M. Janneck. 2019. Usability Evaluation 
of Online Questionnaires on Mobile Devices. In 
Proceedings of Mensch und Computer 2019 (MuC'19). 
New York, 521-526. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3340764.3344450 
[83] P. O'Brien, R. McConkey and E. García‐Iriarte. 2014. 
Co‐Researching with People Who Have Intellectual 
Disabilities: Insights from a National Survey. Journal 
of Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities 27, 10. 
http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/jar.12074 
[84] P. O'Brien, R. McConkey and E. Garcia-Iriarte. 2014. 
Co-Researching with People Who Have Intellectual 
Disabilities: Insights from a National Survey. Journal 
of Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities 27, 1, 
65-75. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jar.12074 
[85] C.A. Okoro, N.D. Hollis, A.C. Cyrus and S. Griffin-
Blake. 2018. Prevalence of Disabilities and Health 
Care Access by Disability Status and Type among 
Adults — United States, 2016. MMWR Morb Mortal 
Wkly Rep 67, 32, 882-887. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6732a3 
[86] M. Oliver. 1997. Emancipatory Research: Realistic 
Goal or Impossible Dream? C. and Mercer Barnes, G. 
Ed. The Disability Press, Leeds, 15-31.  
[87] H. Ouellette-Kuntz, P. Burge, D.B. Henry, E.A.  
Bradley and Leichner, P. 2003. Attitudes of Senior 
Psychiatry Residents toward Persons with Intellectual 
Disabilities. The Canadian Journal of Psychiatry 48, 8, 
7. https://doi.org/10.1177/070674370304800805 
[88] H. Ouellette-Kuntz, P. Burge, H.K. Brown and E. 
Arsenault. 2010. Public Attitudes Towards Individuals 
with Intellectual Disabilities as Measured by the 
Concept of Social Distance 23, 2, 132-142. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-3148.2009.00514.x 
[89] H.  Ouellette‐Kuntz, P. Burge, H.K. Brown and E. 
Arsenault. 2010. Public Attitudes Towards Individuals 
with Intellectual Disabilities as Measured by the 
Concept of Social Distance. Journal of Applied 
Research in Intellectual Disabilities 23, 10. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-3148.2009.00514.x 
[90] S.L. Page and M.R. Islam. 2015. The Role of 
Personality Variables in Predicting Attitudes toward 
People with Intellectual Disability: An Australian 
Perspective. Journal of   Intellectual Disability 
Research 59, 4. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jir.12180 
[91] S. Parsons, H. Daniels, J. Porter and C. Robertson. 
2006. The Use of ICT by Adults with Learning 
Disabilities in Day and Residential Services. British 
Journal of Educational Technology 37, 13. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2005.00516.x 
[92] M. Patka, C.B. Keys, D.B. Henry and K.E. McDonald. 
2013. Attitudes of Pakistani Community Members and 
Staff toward People with Intellectual Disability. 
American Journal on Intellectual and Developmental 
Disabilities 118, 1, 11. https://doi.org/10.1352/1944-
7558-118.1.32 
[93] T.F. Pettigrew and L.R. Tropp. 2006. A Meta-Analytic 
Test of Intergroup Contact Theory. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology 90, 5, 32. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751 
[94] B.A. Phillips, S. Fortney and L. Swafford. 2019. 
College Students’ Social Perceptions toward 
Individuals with Intellectual Disability. Journal of 
Disability Policy Studies 30, 1, 7. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1044207318788891 
[95] K. Povee, B.J. Bishop and Roberts, L. D. 2014. The 
Use of Photovoice with People with Intellectual 
Disabilities: Reflections, Challenges and Opportunities. 
Disability & Society 29, 6, 14. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2013.874331 
[96] England Public Health. 2015. People with Learning 
Disabilities in England 2015: Main Report, 97.  
[97] H. Rae, K. McKenzie and G. Murray. 2011. The 
Impact of Training on Teacher Knowledge About 
Children with an Intellectual Disability. Journal of 
Intellectual Disabilities 15, 1, 9. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1744629511401168 
[98] D.M. Raymaker, S.K. Kapp, K.E. McDonald, M. 
Weiner, E. Ashkenazy and C. Nicolaidis. 2019. 
Development of the Aaspire Web Accessibility 
Guidelines for Autistic Web Users. Autism in 
Adulthood 1, 2, 146-157. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/aut.2018.0020 
[99] D. Robinson and C. Goodey. 2018. Agency in the 
Darkness: ‘Fear of the Unknown’, Learning Disability 
and Teacher Education for Inclusion. International 
Journal of Inclusive Education 22, 4, 14. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2017.1370738 
[100] T. Rocha, M. Bessa, L. Magalhães and L. Cabral. 
2015. Performing Universal Tasks on the Web: 
Interaction with Digital Content by People with 
Intellectual Disabilities. In Proceedings of XVI 
International Conference on Human Computer 
Interaction (Interacción '15). New York. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/2829875.2829897 
[101] D. Sankhla and K. Theodore. 2015. British Attitudes 
Towards Sexuality in Men and Women with 
Intellectual Disabilities: A Comparison between White 
Westerners and South Asians. Sexuality and Disability 
33, 4, 16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11195-015-9423-7 
[102] P. Savage, T. Wilkinson and C. Worth. 2006. My 
Life, My Choices. In Exploring Experiences of 
Advocacy by People with Learning Disabilities: 
Testimonies of Resistance, D. Mitchell Ed. Jessica 
Kingsley, London.  
[103] C. Schauer, T. Floyd, J. Chin, A. Vandal and Alex 
L.S. 2019. Video or Verbal? A Randomised Trial of the 
Informed Consent Process Prior to Endoscopy. N. Z. 
Med. J. 132, 1489, 57-68.  
[104] S. Schmutz, A. Sonderegger and J. Sauer. 2019. 
Easy-to-Read Language in Disability-Friendly Web 
Sites: Effects on Nondisabled Users. Applied 
Ergonomics 74, 97-106. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2018.08.013 
[105] S. Schwab. 2017. The Impact of Contact on Students’ 
Attitudes Towards Peers with Disabilities. Research in 
Developmental Disabilities 62, 5. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2017.01.015    
[106] C. Schwartz and R. Armony-Sivan. 2001. Students' 
Attitudes to the Inclusion of People with Disabilities in 
the Community. Disability & Society 16, 3, 10. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687590120045978 
[107] K. Scior. 2011. Public Awareness, Attitudes and 
Beliefs Regarding Intellectual Disability: A Systematic 
Review 32, 6, 18. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2011.07.005. 
[108] K. Scior, J. Addai-Davis, M. Kenyon and J.C. 
Sheridan. 2013. Stigma, Public Awareness About 
Intellectual Disability and Attitudes to Inclusion among 
Different Ethnic Groups 57, 11, 1014-1026. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2788.2012.01597.x 
[109] K. Scior, J. Addai‐Davis, M. Kenyon and J.C. 
Sheridan. 2013. Stigma, Public Awareness About 
Intellectual Disability and Attitudes to Inclusion among 
Different Ethnic Groups. Journal of Intellectual 
Disability Research 57, 12. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2788.2012.01597.x 
[110] K. Scior and A. Furnham. 2011. Development  and  
Validation  Of  the  Intellectual  Disability  Literacy  
Scale  for   Assessment  of  Knowledge,  Beliefs  and  
Attitudes  to  Intellectual  Disability   Research in 
Developmental Disabilities 32, 11. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2011.01.044 
[111] K. Scior and A. Furnham. 2016. Causal Beliefs About 
Intellectual Disability and Schizophrenia and Their 
Relationship with Awareness of the Condition and 
Social Distance. Psychiatry Research 243, 8. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.06.019. 
[112] K. Scior and S. Werner. 2015. Changing Attitudes to 




[113] K. Scior. 2011. Public Awareness, Attitudes and 
Beliefs Regarding Intellectual Disability: A Systematic 
Review. Research in Developmental Disabilities 32, 6, 
2164-2182. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2011.07.005 
[114] K. Scior and L. Seewooruttun. 2014. Interventions 
Aimed at Increasing Knowledge and Improving 
Attitudes Towards People with Intellectual Disabilities 
among Lay People. Research in Developmental 
Disabilities 35, 12, 13. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2014.07.028. 
[115] E. Sen and S. Yurtsever. 2007. Difficulties 
Experienced by Families with Disabled Children. 
Journal for Specialists in Pediatric Nursing 12, 14. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6155.2007.00119.x 
[116] A. Sinai, A. Strydom and A. Hassiotis. 2013. 
Evaluation of Medical Students' Attitudes Towards 
People with Intellectual Disabilities: A Naturalistic 
Study in One Medical School. Advances in Mental 
Health and Intellectual Disabilities 7, 1, 8. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/20441281311294666 
[117] L. Sitbon, M. Hoogstrate, J. Yule, S. Koplick, F. 
Bircanin and M. Brereton. 2018. A Non-Clinical 
Approach to Describing Participants with Intellectual 
Disability. In Proceedings of Proceedings of the 30th 
Australian Conference on Computer-Human 
Interaction (OzCHI '18). New York, 4. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3292147.3292206 
[118] B.G. Skotko, S.P. Levine and R. Goldstein. 2011. 
Having a Brother or Sister with Down Syndrome: 
Perspectives from Siblings. American Journal of 
Medical Genetics 155, 11. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajmg.a.34228 
[119] B.G. Skotko, S.P. Levine and R. Goldstein. 2011. 
Having a Son or Daughter with Down Syndrome: 
Perspectives from Mothers and Fathers. American 
Journal of Medical Genetics 155, 12. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajmg.a.34293 
[120] R. Sterling and N. Rangaswamy. 2010. Constructing 
Informed Consent in ICT4D Research. ACM 
International Conference Proceeding Series. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2369220.2369264 
[121] I. Strnadová and J. Walmsley. 2018. Peer‐Reviewed 
Articles on Inclusive Research: Do Co‐Researchers 
with Intellectual Disabilities Have a Voice? Journal of 
Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities 31, 9. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jar.12378 
[122] I. Strnadová and J. Walmsley. 2018. Peer-Reviewed 
Articles on Inclusive Research: Do Co-Researchers 
with Intellectual Disabilities Have a Voice? Journal of 
Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities 31, 1, 
132-141. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jar.12378 
[123] D. Tamas, N. Brkic Jovanovic, M. Rajic, V.B. 
Ignjatovic and B.P. Prkosovacki. 2019. Professionals, 
Parents and the General Public: Attitudes Towards the 
Sexuality of Persons with Intellectual Disability. 
Sexuality and Disability 37, 2, 13. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11195-018-09555-2 
[124] E. Tartakovsky, A. Gafter-Shor and M. Perelman-
Hayim. 2013. Staff Members of Community Services 
for People with Intellectual Disability and Severe 
Mental Illness: Values, Attitudes, and Burnout. 
Research in Developmental Disabilities 34, 11, 14. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2013.08.026. 
[125] J.D. Thornton, C. Sullivan, J.M. Albert, M. Cedeño, 
B. Patrick, J. Pencak, K.A. Wong, M.D. Allen, L. 
Kimble, H. Mekesa, G. Bowen and A.R. Sehgal. 2016. 
Effects of a Video on Organ Donation Consent among 
Primary Care Patients: A Randomized Controlled Trial. 
J GEN INTERN MED 31, 8, 832-839. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-016-3630-5 
[126] M. Tonkin, J. Vitale, S. Herse, M. Williams, W. 
Judge and X. Wang. 2018. Design Methodology for the 
UX of HRI: A Field Study of a Commercial Social 
Robot at an Airport. In Proceedings of ACM, New 
York, NY, USA, 407-415. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3171221.3171270 
[127] L. Townson, S. Macauley, E. Harkness, R. Chapman, 
A. Docherty, J. Dias, M. Eardley and N. McNulty. 
2004. We Are All in the Same Boat: Doing ‘People‐
Led Research’. British Journal of Learning Disabilities 
32, 5. http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1468-
3156.2004.00282.x 
[128] R. Traustadottir. 1991. Mothers Who Care: Gender, 
Disability, and Family Life. Journal of Family Issues 
12, 2, 17. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/019251391012002005 
[129] M. Ugur, D. Shastri, P. Tsiamyrtzis, M. Dcosta, A. 
Kalpakci, C. Sharp and I. Pavlidis. 2015. Evaluating 
Smartphone-Based User Interface Designs for a 2D 
Psychological Questionnaire. In Proceedings of 2015 
ACM International Joint Conference on Pervasive and 
Ubiquitous Computing (UbiComp '15). New York, 
275-282. https://doi.org/10.1145/2750858.2805851 
[130] C. Vignes, E. Godeau, M. Sentenac, N. Coley, F. 
Navarro, H. Grandjean and C. Arnaud. 2009. 
Determinants of Students’ Attitudes Towards Peers 
with Disabilities. Developmental Medicine & Child 
Neurology 51, 6. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-
8749.2009.03283.x 
[131] J. Walker and K. Scior. 2013. Tackling Stigma 
Associated with Intellectual Disability among the 
General Public: A Study of Two Indirect Contact 
Interventions. Research in Developmental Disabilities 
34, 7, 10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2013.03.024. 
[132] J. Walmsley. 2001. Normalisation, Emancipatory 
Research and Inclusive Research in Learning 
Disability. Disability & Society 16, 2, 8. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687590120035807 
[133] J. Walmsley, I. Strnadová and K. Johnson. 2018. The 
Added Value of Inclusive Research. Journal of Applied 
Research in Intellectual Disabilities 31, 8. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jar.12431 
[134] J. Walmsley, I. Strnadová and K. Johnson. 2018. The 
Added Value of Inclusive Research. Journal of Applied 
Research in Intellectual Disabilities 31, 5, 751-759. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jar.12431 
[135] S. Werner and T. Araten-Bergman. 2017. Social 
Workers' Stigmatic   Perceptions of Individuals with 
Disabilities: A Focus on Three Disabilities   Journal of 
Mental Health   Research in Intellectual Disabilities 
10, 2, 14. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19315864.2017.1284288 
[136] S. Werner and K. Scior. 2016. Interventions Aimed at 
Tackling Intellectual Disability Stigma: What Works 
and What Still Needs to Be Done. In Intellectual 
Disability and Stigma, K. and Werner Scior, S. Ed. 
Palgrave Macmillan, London, 129-147. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-52499-7_9 
[137] P. Williams. 2013. Web Site Usability Testing 
Involving People with Learning Disabilities Using 
Only Images and Audio to Access Information. Journal 
of Research in Special Educational Needs 13, 9. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-3802.2012.01235.x 
[138] P. Williams and C. Hennig. 2015. Optimising Web 
Site Designs for People with Learning Disabilities. 
Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs 15, 
1, 25-36. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12034 
[139] M. Yazbeck, K. McVilly and T.R. Parmenter. 2004. 
Attitudes toward People with Intellectual Disabilities: 
An Australian Perspective. Journal of Disability Policy 
Studies 15, 2, 14. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/10442073040150020401 
[140] G. Zarb. 1992. On the Road to Damascus: First Steps 
Towards Changing the Relations of Disability Research 
Production. Disability, Handicap & Society 7, 2, 13. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02674649266780161 
 
